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DETROIT WATER AND SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT?’S COURT
APPOINTED SPECIAL ADMINISTRATOR FOR LACK OF

JUSTICIABILITY

The Research and Analysis Division (RAD) submits the following report as a

summary of the above-referenced federal court Opinion and Order dated January 5,

2006,
A. THE POWERS OF THE SPECIAL ADMINISTRATOR

In February 2000, in the matter of United States of America, et al v. City of
Detroit and Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (Case No. 77-71100), Judge John
Feikens entered an Order Appointing Special Administrator for the Detroit Waste Water
Treatment Plant of the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD). The specific
powers of the Special Administrator are articulated in Section II of the Order, which is
cited below in its entirety for your review and reference:

A. Appoiniment of the Special Administrator

1. Dennis W. Archer, Mayor of the City of Detroit, is
appointed Special Administrator of the Detroit
WWTP? for the purposes of correcting the causes of
non-compliance as found by the Committee and for

! On the date the Opinion and Order was entered, “www.crainsdetroit.com” inaccurately reported the
content of the Judge Feikens’ ruling. This memo serves to correct those inaccuracies,
2 WWTP refers to the Waste Water Treatment Plant.



the purpose of achieving long-term, sustained
compliance with the NPDES® permit.

2. The appointment shall be for one year, or until
further order of this court.

B. Requirement that the Special Administrator Procure the

Services of a Chief Operations Officer

1. The Special Administrator shall forthwith procure
the services of a Chief Operations Officer skilled in
the management and operation of this complex
treatment plant to assist him in carrying out his
duties.

2. This Chief Operations Officer shall be responsible
only to the Special Administrator.

C. Powers of the Special Administrator

1. The Special Administrator, or his designee, the
Chief Operations Officer, shall have full power
and authority to control, manage, and operate
the WWTP, including all functions and powers
of the Detroit City Council, the Detroit Board of
Water Commissioners, the DWSD, and any
other departments, boards, or divisions of the
City of Detroit to the extent that they affect the
ability of the Special Administrator to meet the
requirements of sustained compliance with the
NPDES permit, the Supplemental Consent
Judgment to be entered in this case, or the specific
responsibilities of the Special Administrator
outlined below. {(Emphasis added).

Judge Feikens entered a second order on February 7, 2000 entitled “Supplement
to Order Appointing Special Administrator” that further describes the Special

Administrator’s powers as follows:

The following powers, without limitation, are included
among the powers of the Special Administrator granted
under paragraph II. C. 1. of the Court’s Order Appointing
Special Administrator:

1. The collection of receivables; the payment of its
debts, and entering into and performances of all contractual

3 NPDES refers to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.



obligations of the system related to the wastewater
treatment plant. Such contracts shall be subject to the
requirement of competitive bidding except when, in
judgment of the Administrator, it is necessary to waive the
same;

2. Supervision of all emplovees of the system,
including the hiring, assignment and dismissal thereof,
whether or not such employees are or may be covered by
collective bargaining agreements;

3. The hiring of such special consultants, contractors,
engineering firms or counsel which the Administrator
deems necessary or appropriate; and

4. The borrowing of such funds and pledging of
security therefore as is necessary to carry out the duties
imposed upon the Special Administrator provided,
however, that all powers delegated to -the Special
Administrator are subject to the established rights of
existing bondholders as set forth in the Bond Ordinances of
the City of Detroit and bonds issued pursuant thereto,
which rights are explicitly recognized herein.

Following the November 2001 Mayoral election, Judge Feikens entered an “Order
Continuing Special Administratorship for the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department”
and appointed Mayor Kilpatrick to serve in that capacity. That Order, dated December 3,
2001°, provides in pertinent part as follows:

As provided for in the Second Amended Consent Judgment
of August 3, 2000, the appointment of Dennis W. Archer,
Mayor of the City of Detroit, as Special Administrator of
the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department was for the
purpose of correcting the causes of non-compliance, and
for the purpose of achieving long-term, sustained
compliance with the NPDES permit. This purpose is
continued in the Special Administratorship with Kwame M.
Kilpatrick in his capacity as Mayor and Special
Administrator.

THE OPINION AND ORDER DENYING OAKLAND COUNTY’S
MOTION TO REPLACE DWSD’S COURT_ AFPPOINTED SPECIAL
ADMINISTRATOR FOR LACK OF JUSTICIABILITY

On January 5, 2006, Judge Feikens entered an Opinion and Order denylng
Oakland County’s motion to replace the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department’s Court
Appointed Special Administrator with a Joint Management Committee.

* The December 3, 2001 Order was scheduled to 1ake effect on Janvary 1, 2002 at 12:01 am.



A. Historical Overview

The Court, exercising its “equitable powers”, created the position of Special
Administratorship when it became clear that compliance with the Consent Judgment
would not be achieved “easily or quickly”. The position of Special Administrator
remained in place until sometime after the Second Amended Consent Judgment was
signed but was temporarily suspended. When, however, “compliance with the Clean
Water Act or the Consent Judgments” was at risk, the position of Special
Administratorship was revived to give the Mayor the power to “swiftly take the necessary

actions to achieve compliance™.

In 1998, the State of Michigan in tandem with the Environmental Protection
Agency, issued a notice of violations of DWSD’s permit to operate the sewage plant.
Judge Feikens appointed a committee to investigate why the plant was not able to remain
in compliance with federal and state law. In January 2000, the committee reported that
many causes of non-compliance had existed for at least three years.

By Order dated December 2001, Mayor Kiipan-ick was named as Special
Administrator’.  The Judge cites two key decisions® that occurred during Mayor
Kilpatrick’s tenure that resulted in “significant progress toward compliance with the
Clean Water Act”; namely, the hiring of Victor Mercado’ as DWSD's director, and the
hiring of Infrastructure Management Group (IMG) to serve as a consultant to DWSD.

Judge Feikens affirmatively states that Mr. Mercado cut DWSD’s operating
budget by ten {10) percent without negatively affecting compliance. Furthermore, the
water rate increases during Mr. Mercado’s tenure have been relatively small, with
DWSD’s rates being “among the lowest in the nation despite the cost of many required

improvements”.

According to Judge Feikens, IMG assisted Mr. Mercado “and this Court by
providing evaluations of DWSD’s contracts and noting opportunities for increased
efficiency.” Judge Feikens states that “[t]here have been no permit violations, there has
been good progress on the construction of mandatory projects, and financially DWSD is
in a position to continue compliance. Under Kilpatrick’s leadership, DWSD is now
making steady progress toward long-term compliance and the end of this Court’s

oversight”.

* In his conclusions of law, Judge Feikens states: “ In an attempt to balance the need for DWSD to comply
with federal law and with the Michigan Constitution’s clear statement that ownership and control of the
system belongs with the City of Detroit, I chose to create the position of Special Administrator and place
the Mayor of Detroit in that role. (citation omitted) The appointment of a Special Administrator is for the
express power of allowing him to override the City’s charter when necessary to effectuate speedy
compliance.”

® Judge Feikens also notes that the Wastewater Treatment Plant has not violated its NPDES permit during
Mr. Mercado’s tenure and includes a supporting correspondence as an attachment to the Opinion and
Order.

" The Opinion and Order states that Mayor Kilpatrick used his position as Special Administrator to extend

Mr. Mercado’s contract through the end of 2006.



B. QOakland County’s Motion

In addition to asking the Court to replace the Special Administrator with a Joint
Management Committee, Oakland County requested relief regarding several contracts
approved by Mayor Kilpatrick in his capacity as Special Administrator. According to the
Opinion, Oakland County’s Motion cites all of the contracts that were the subject of
media reports but places particular emphasis on a contract for a “regional .
communications system” commonly referred to as the 800 MHZ contract®,

The disputed contracts are still at issue. At the Court’s request, Special Master, F.
Thomas Lewand, has been asked to investigate the disputed contracts and make a report

and recommendation to the Court. According to the Opinion, Mr. Lewand’s

investigation is “nearly complete™,

With regard to Oakland County’s Motion to replace the Mayor with a Joint
Management Committee, Judge Feikens reaches the following conclusions: “a review of
the facts indicates that under Mayor Kilpatrick’s Special Administratorship, DWSD’s
compliance has improved dramatically, such that the position of Special Administrator
(which is akin to a receiver) is not necessary at this time. Therefore, because I am ending
the position of Special Administrator for the present time, I DENY the motion to replace
Mayor Kilpatrick as Special Administrator for mootness.” Judge Feikens goes on to state

as follows:

Here the facts show a rapid improvement in the operation
of DWSD such that the Department is successfully
completing or attempting to complete its responsibilities
under the Consent Judgments, and, although more work
remains, is well on its way to achieving compliance with
the Clean Water Act. I find that compliance with federal
law no longer regularly requires urgent action. Theérefore, I
TERMINATE the Special Administratorship, because it is
not needed at the present time. As the termination of the
Special Administratorship renders the controversy over
who this Court selects to fill that role moot, I DENY the

motion.

The Court left open the possibility of that the position of Special Administrator
could be “revived” again in the future. Judge Feikens states that “nothing in this
Opinion and Order prevents the Mayor of Detroit from requesting that this Court

 In August 2003, City Council received notification that Mayor Kilpatrick (as Special Administrator)
approved a contract with PMA Consultants to provide “Qversight Management Services with respect to the
procurement and implementation of the 800 MHZ radio communications system”. The radio
commumications system was to replace the existing one and to be utilized by the entire City. (See attached
RAD report dated January 12, 2004 — Exhibit A).

® For the reason that the Special Master is in the process of reviewing the disputed contracts and the look-
back procedure is available as a remedy for any hardship, Judge Feikens found the remaining issues in the
motion were “insufficiently ripe” and dismissed those claims for “lack of justiciability™.



again exercise its own equitable powers, should an urgent situation arise that
requires the override of the Cities charter to effectuate compliance with the Consent

Judgment”. (Emphasis added)

Judge ‘Feikens concludes the Opinion and Order by addressing the issue of

regionalization:

Now, DWSD’s system, vital as it is to the health and
quality of life in southeastern Michigan, has faced repeated
challenges from some suburban communities who are
prevented by the state’s constitution from having any say in
the ownership or operation of DWSD. At the same time,
the people of Detroit who provide this valuable service
are barred by state law from receiving any financial
benefit or profit for doing so. This tension underlies the
disputes that continue to come before this court.

This dilemma will not be resolved by legislation or
litigation. It demands cooperation on the part of the
southeast Michigan communities and the agreement by
DWSD to modify the protection given to it by the state’s
Constitution as part of a regional settlement'’. (Emphasis

added).

A copy of the Opinion and Order is attached as Exhibit B.

Attachments

0 Asa step toward regionalization, Judge Feikens clearly recognized that the State Constitution places the
right to own and operate the water and sewerage system solely in the hands of the City of Detroit but stated
that the City volumtarily agreed to participate in the Southeast Michigan Consortium for Water Quality.
Although the effort has “made progress on key issues”, Judge Feikens declined to continue to ask “talented
leaders in our region to devote their energies to the Consortium unless there is optimism that this is a venue
in which further progress can be made. Toward that end, the Judge requested that either Timothy O’Brien,
the Consortium’s working chairman, and either Charles Hersey or Paul Tait, SEMCOG’S officers, report
directly to him regarding their view of the progress that has been made to date and the outstanding issues to
be addressed. The Opinion and Order is void of a report submission date.
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CiTy COUNCHL LYNN BLUMENBERG

Deputy Director

DAVID WHITAKER
(313) 224-4543

interim Director - DIVISION OF RESEARCH & ANALYSIS
(313} 224-4946 Coleman A. Young Municipal Center
2 Woodwoard Avenue, Suite 214
Detroit, Michigan 48226
. FAX: (313) 224-0368

TO: - The Honorable City Council

FROM: David thtak
David Teeteré

DATE: January 12, 2004

Mayor’s Role as Special Administrator of the Water and Sewerage Department

The City Council received notification, during the August 2003 recess, of a contract with
PMA Consultants to provide “Oversight Management Services” during the procurement and
implementation of the 800 MHZ radio communications system. Contract 2615907 (Water and .
Sewerage Number CS-1386) was approved by the Mayor as the Special Administrator for the
Water and Sewerage Department on May 29, 2003. The contract with PMA Consultants is

valued at $7,248,000 for a term through May 1, 2005. :

Questions were raised by the City Council concerning the scope of this contract. PMA
Consultants will assist the Department of Water and Sewerage (DWSD) to prepare the
specifications and request proposals or bids to provide and implement the radio communications
system. This contractor will further provide the management and oversight services on behalf of
the City and DWSD to ensure the compliance with the contract specifications to provide and
implement the communications system. The acquisition of the 800 MHZ radio communications
system will replace the existing system for a cost exceeding $100 Million. The practice of
contracting for services to assist with the solicitation of proposals and provide oversight of
contracts that are significant in scope and cost has been a common procedure in DWSD.

In addition to DWSD, it is anticipated that other City departments will also utilize and be
part of this communications system. The fact that the proposed radio communications system
will be a City-Wide communications system has raised additional questions about the Mayor’s
use of his authority as Special Administrator for the Water and Sewerage Department to
authorize the Contract 2615907 with PMA Consultants. DWSD responded, in a memo dated
November 14, 2003, that authorization of Contract 2615907 (CS-1386) was within the authority
of the Mayor as Special Administrator. Council Member Sheila Cockrel requested the Research
and Analysis Division te provide an opinion on whether the Mayor has the authority as Special
Administrator to authorize actions or contracts that includes other departments of the City that
are not subject to the Court Order appointing the Mayor to be Special Administrator.
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Mayor’s Role as Special Administrator of the Water and Sewerage Department
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It is the opinion of the Research and Analysis Division that the Mayor’s authority as
Special Administrator for the Water and Sewerage Department does not enable the Mayor to
bypass the City’s purchasing procedures to enter into City-Wide contracts. “As Special
Administrator, the Mayor does have broad and comprehensive authority to ensure that DWSD
complies with the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and the National Pollutant -
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to enable the Wastewater Treatment Plant to
discharge treated water into the Detroit River. As Special Administrator, the Federal Court
specifically authorized the Mayor to bypass the City’s purchasing procedures, as well as
supervision of all employees, whether or not they are covered by collective bargaining
agreements. The Court’s Order appointing the Mayor to be Special Administrator is also limited
to the Water and Sewerage Department for the specific reasons of bringing the Department into

 full compliance with the Clean Water Act and the NPDES permit.

The Court Order appointing the Mayor of Detroit to be Special Administrator for the
Detroit Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) was entered in February 2000. The appointment
of Mayor Archer, at that time, to be Special Administrator was for the purpose of correcting the
causes of non-compliance with the federal Clean Water Act and the 1997 National Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System(NPDES) permit; and to ensure long-term sustained compliance
with the permit. Section I C of the Court Order states as the “Powers of the Special

Administrator:”
The Special Administrator, or his designee, the Chief Operations Officer, shall have full
power and authority to control, manage, and operate the WWTP, including all functions
and powers of the Detroit City Council, the Detroit Board of Water Commissioners, the
DWSD, and any other departments, boards, or divisions, of the City of Detroit to the
extent that they affect the ability of the Special Administrator to meet the requirements
of sustained compliance with the NPDES permit, the Supplemental Consent Judgement
to be entered in this case, or the specific responsibilities of the Special Administrator
outlined [in the remainder of the order]. '

In December 2001, The Honorable John Feikens of the United States District Court,
Eastern District of Michigan, Southern Division, continued the Special Administratorship for the
Water and Sewerage Departrnent, appointing Kwame Kilpatrick, as the elected Mayor to be
Special Administrator of the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department, effective at 12:01 AM on
January 1, 2002. The Order to continue the Special Administratorship and appoint Mayor

Kilpatrick as Special Administrator is for the purpose of achieving long-term, sustained
compliance with the NPDES permit.
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The Mayor, in his Order Number 2003-1 to authorize the contract with DWSD and PMA
Consultants, states that upgrading and replacing the radio communication system is part of his
responsibility to oversee the operation of DWSD and ensure its effective and efficient operation.
The new radio system will also enhance and ensure the security of DWSD’s operations. The
Mayor further indicates that the 800 MHZ Communications System will be utilized by other City
of Detroit Departments. The Mayor and DWSD both emphasize that the powers of the Special
Administrator include “functions and powers of . . . . other City of Detroit departments, boards,
or divisions to the extent that they affect the ability of the Special Administrator to meet the
requirements of sustained compliance with the NPDES permit . . .”

The Mayor appears to be stating that he has the authority to execute contracts binding
other City departments, boards and divisions, if he believes they affect the ability of DWSD to
maintain compliance with the NPDES permit. The Court Order appointing the Mayor to be
Special Administrator specifically provided that processes be implemented on behalf of the
Wastewater Treatment Plant to: expedite the emergency procurement of materials; update
training curriculum; allow individuals outside the civil service system to compete for jobs and
advancement; shorten turn-around time on hiring decisions. All of these processes affected or
bypassed procedures of other City departments or agencies, allowing the Special Administrator
to assume the powers and functions of the Purchasing Division, Human Relations Department or
Labor Relations Division. The Court Order did not state, nor does it seem implied in the Order
that the authority of the Special Administrator extends to binding other departments or divisions

to contracts.

The only parties to Contract 2615907 are PMA Consultants and DWSD. It appears that
DWSD is taking the lead in obtaining the new radio communications system. If this will be
“unitary” communications system, as indicated by the Mayor in his order, it would have seemed
prudent to have consulted with all using departments and agencies in preparing the specifications
and planning for the new radio system. The Mayor states that other departments using the
system will pay their proportional share of the initial cost, operations and maintenance of the
ject. Neither the Mayor’s office nor DWSD has provided additional information to explain

pro . L . )
how other departments will participate in the new communications system. The participation of

DWSD compared with the rest of the City is important to the determination that Contract
2615907 with PMA Consultants, and a future contract to acquire and implement a new
communications system, is a Water and Sewerage contract with minor participation of other

departments or agencies, or is in fact a City-Wide contract.



The Honorable City Council
Mayor’s Role as Special Administrator of the Water and Sewerage Department

January 12, 2004

Page 4

_ The City Council may wish to request a discussion with DWSD, the Mayor’s Office,
Finance Department and other relevant using departments concerning the implementation of the
new 800 MHZ Communications System, the cost, and the procedures for acquisition and
implementation. Having the discussion at this time may expedite approval of the contract at a
future date. The Water and Sewerage Department is also under much greater scrutiny by the
metropolitan community in addition to the State Legislature. It is imperative that a major
procurement by the Water and Sewerage Department is not viewed as being taken on behalf of
the City. A discussion of this project will allow the Water and Sewerage Department, in addition
to other City Departments to explain their participation in the Communications System project.

Order No. 2003-1 of the Special Administrator of the Detroit Water and Sewerage

 Attached:
Department authonzmg Contract CS1386 with PMA Consultants



SPECIAL ADMINISTRATOR
o OF
THE DETROIT WATER AND SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT
| ORDER NUMBER 2003-1

TO: Honorable City Council
Honorable Board of Water Commissioners

Department Heads and Deputies
Executive Staff Boards and Commissions

SUBJECT:  Award of Contract CS-1386

On February 7, 2000, the Federal District Court issued an Order and Supplement to Order
Appointing Sp ecial Administrator for the Detroit Wastewater Treatment Plant of the Detroit
Water and Sewerage Department (“DWSD™) in the matter of U.S. EPA v City of Detroil, et al,
Case No. 77-71100 ("Orders”). The Orders created the position of Special Administrator of the
Detroit Wastewater Treatment Plant for the purpose of correcting the causes of noncompliance
by DWSD with its NPDES permit and for the purpose of achicving long term, sustained
compliance with the permit. On December 3, 2001, by Order Continuing Special -
Administratorship for the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department, effective at 12:01 a.m. on
January {, 2002, I was appointed Special Administrator of the Detroit Water and Sewerape
Department, 2nd the purposes of the Orders were continued. The February 7, 2000 Order
provides that compliance with the NPDES permit is 1o be achieved and sustained by the
“orrection of (he causes identified in the Report of Lhe Committee, by carrying out the provisions
of the July 12, 1993 Plan for Compliance of the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department and by

the recommendations of the Organizational and Operational Review Report of

carryifr:é' out 01t ¢
March 1995. These documents form the foundation of the responsibilitics to be undertaken by

mcl

The Orders, as continued by the December 3, 2001 Order, further provides that as Special
Administrator, I shall have full power and authority to control, manage and operate the DWSD,
including all functions and powers of the Detroit City Conneil, the Detrojt Board of Water
Commissioners, the DWSD &fid any other departments, boards or divisions of the City of Dctrow
1o the extent that they affect my ability to meet the requirements of sustained compliance with
the NPDES permit, the Second Amended Consent Judgment ("SACJI™), and other specific
responsibilitizs outlined in those Orders. They also provide me the.power 10 enter into and |
perform all contractual obligations of the system related to the wastewgter treatment plant, and to

have such contractors which I deem necessary or appropriate,



~ System™). Suchupgrade i

In connzction with the exercise of my responsibilities to oversee the operation of the
DWSD end to cpsure its cffective and efficient operation, | have determined that it is necessary .
1o upgrade and replace the existing radio communjcations system used by DWSD to dispatch,
communicate with and coordinete the activities of its field operations and maintcnance crews,
with a new 800 MHZ radio communications system and network ("800 MHZ Communications .
. s also needed to enhance and ensure the sccurity of DWSD'’s -
operations, While the 800 MHZ Communications System will also be utilized by other City of

ts, those departments will pay for their proportional share of the capital,

Detrojt departricn th
operation and maintenance costs of that project, and | have determined that a unitary

communications system is the most cfficient and economical means to address Detroit’s
communications needs, '

DWSD and PMA Consultants LLC propose 1o enter into Contract No. CS-1386, for
project oversight services for the 800 MHZ Communications System. In order to perform and
as Special Administrator, I have approved and executed Contract No. CS-

fulfill my obligatons
1386 with PMA Consultants, LLC, by and between the City of Detroit, acting by and throvgh its

Board of Water Commissioners.

1 HEREBY DECLARE THAT Contract No, CS-1386 is a valid contract binding upon the
ant to the powers vested in me as Special Administrator of the Detroit Water and
artment by Ordérs of the Federal District Court. 1 further authorize DWSD

ictor Mercado to identify and retain on my behalf any other qualified
f the services rgndered under

parties pursu
Sewerage Dep
Director Mr. V
consultant(s), on terms he deems reasonsble and just, in suppo

Contract No. CS-1386.

<

Dated: -51/ 'lql/ 23

-3

DETON64514.1
IDWMDJ
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURYT : - ; r
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UNJITED STATES OF AMERICA, DETROIT

Plaintiff and Counter-Defendant, _
| Civil Action No. 77-71100

vs. . i _ _
_ . Honorable John Feikens
* STATE OF MICHIGAN,
Nefendant and Cross-Plaintiff - _ _
And Cross-Defendant, | F\ ECEeELVE ﬁ‘
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CITY OF DETROIT, a municipal corporation, and CITY COUNDIL _

DETROYT WATER AND SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT, RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS DIVISION

Defendant and Cross-Plaintiff,

VE.

ALL COMMUNITIES AND AGENCIES UNDER
CONTRACT WITH THE CITY OF DETROIT FOR
SEWAGE TREATMENT SERVICES,

ef al
!

OPIN]ON AND ORDER DENYING OAKLAND COUNTY'S MOTI ON TO REPLACE
DWSD'’S COURT APFOINTED SPECIAL ADMINISTRATOR FOR LACK OF
JUSTICIABILITY
On .September 26 2005, Qakland County filed its Motion to Replace the Detroit Water
and Sewerage Department’s (DWSIDD’s) CourIprpoimcd Spcciéi Administrator, Mayor Kwame
Kilpairick, with 8 Joint Management Committee. 1 GRANT the metions by Macomb County,
Ogkland County, and the City of Detroit 10 exceed our nonnal page limits for briefs, responses,

and replies, and ] accept the City of Warren's amicus bricf. No other party — of whom there are

dozens - nor any other individual has submitted amyvthing o this Court regarding this motion.




]
1Y

Case 2:77-cv-71100-JF  Document 1872 Filed 01/05/2006  Page 2 of 16 -

Because of the relatively small interest the vast majority of the partics appear to have in this
matter, as well as the extensive briefing by the few parties that do sccm concerned, an oral

hearing on this motion would not be useful. Local Rule 7.1e)2).

Of paramount importance to my analysis of the motion, I point out that there are two -

cardinal laws central 10 the dispute between the Detroit Water und Sewerage Department

‘(DWSD), the United States, the State of Michigan, and all communities in south-castern

Michigan! to which DWSD provides water and from which wastc-water is removed: a federal

statute, the Clean Water Act of 1972, and Article 7 of the Michigan Consiilu-ﬁcm. adopted in
19¢61.
The Clean Water Ac!' rcquigcs .swccping changes in the ways was}ewatér is. colljcc!cd £nd
treated, which draméiica]}y aflects the quality of water. It also requires that complex permits be
obtained from the federal Environmenta) Protection Aécncy (the EPA) controlling Lﬁc ways in

which the goals of the statute wold be met. In 1977, when the EPA began its enforcement action

against the State of Michigan, the City of Detroit, and DWSD, } bceame eware of my need to

determing how the Clean Water Act impacted the state Constilution’s provisions regarding cities
in both owning and operating water and sewer (reaiment systems. Thosetwo laws rermnain

essentially the same today, as do the conflicts between the pariies, and ] keep this overlying

framework in mind when analyzing these disputcs.
1 note that ell those who have made submissions to this Court implicitly recognize my
power lo entrust 1o anyonc of my choosing the office of Special Administrator. As discussed

below, & review of the facts indicales that under Mayor Kilpatrick’s Special Administratorship,

IThe case was assigned 1¢ my docket and | added all comimunities under contract with DWSD for sewerage services

2
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DWSD'’s complian;:e has improved dramatiéaliy, such that the imsition of Special Adnﬁnistratdri.
(whz‘ch is akin to a receiver) is not necessary at this ﬁmc. Therefore, because | am ending the
position of Spec‘iai'Administrawr for the present time, ] DENY the motion to replace Mayor
Kilpatrick as Special Administrator for mootness. As for the remaining requested relief, 1

DENY the motion because the requests for relief are not ripe.

. FINDINGS OF FACT
1. History of the Consent Judgments and Special Administratorship -

Tn 1977, the pariics to this case entered into a Consent Judgment, but less than a year
Iater, it became clear that compliance would not be aqhicvc& easily or quickly. In 1979; I
created the position of Special Administrator, because | found that compliunce with the Cénsént
}udgmem- the parties had negotiated, required the exercise of this court’s equitable powers.
{Opinion of March 21, 1979, Case No.'77-71100, slip op. a1 8.)

o On March 21, 1979, 1 sclected the Meyvor of Detroit 10 be Special Administrator, stating

as my rcason for selecting him is that when cxcrcjsihg the federal government’s power under the
U.S. Constitution 1¢ override a State’s or City's choices rcgarding its gox'efnances the doctrine of
the scparation of powers meant that “preat c;are must be taken (o reach a balance thut does not |
summarily deny to such local government the full cxercise of fts authority over its affairs,”
(Opinion of March 21, 1979, Case No. 77-71100, slip op. at 8.)

Shortly thereafier, the first amendment to the Conse.nl- ‘Judgmcn"t was signed, and DWSD
operated under it for scveral years. During those years, | sometimes temporarily su_spcnﬂed the
Special Administratorship. When compliance with the Clean Water Act or the Consent
Judgments in this case was at risk, however, [ have revived the Special Administratorship and

again given the Mayor of Detroit the power 1o swiftly 1ake the necessary actions 1o achieve
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compliance. No party has ever objected to my decision to create or suspend the post based on
the rccord of compliance, nor does the current motion challenge that rationale. |
11. Facts Regarding Municipal Government Structure and the Michigsn Cénsﬁtuiion

The City of Detroit owns the water and sewer system which it operates through DWSD,
and thus pfs}vidcs watcr and sewerage services 1o its inhabitants. DWSD sells and delivers water
and provides sewage disposal services outside of its corboratc limits to a large number ‘of willing
buvers now numbering nearly four million inhabitants outside the City of Dctroii.. |

The State of Michigan’s Constilution, Article 7, §24 reads: “Subject (o this constitution,
any city of villape may acquire, own or operale, wilhin or without its corporate limits;pﬁb_lic
service facility for supplyiz?g.{...] water [and] sewage disposal [...] to the municipality and the
inhzbitants thereof.” It continues: “Any city [...] may scll and deliver water and pﬁwidc sewage
_ disposal services outside of its corporate limits in such amount as may be determined by the

legislative body of the city or village[.]" Id. (emphasis mine.) The Stale of Michigan’s

Constitution, Article 7, §34 }cads: “provisions of this constitution and law conccmin'g_ [...] cities
L] shall be Jiberally consirued in their fevor.” |

111. History of the Kilpatrick Special Administratorship

In 1998, the Sate of Michigan, in tundém with the EPA, issued a notice of viniaﬁbns.ef
DWSD's permit lo operate the sewage plant (pérmjt no M10022802). {Sec Order of Feb 7,
- 2000, casc no. 77-71100, slip op. at 2.) At that time, | appointed a commitlee to investigate why,
afier so many years of court oversight, the plant was not able 10 remain In compliance with
federal law and state Juw. Id. Tn January of 2000, the commitiee issued a report, which found
{hat many causcs of that non-compliance exisied for at Jeast three years. 1d. Some short term,

unsustaineble measures were taken to bring the plant into technical compliance, but it was clear
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to me that once again, & Special Administrator, vested with the cquitable powers of the federal '

court, would be necessary to bring DWSD into long term compliance. ]d. at 3.
When Mayor Ki!prdrick came into office, I named him Special Administrator. -1n two

key actions, Mayor Kilpatrick, acting as Special Administrator, erdered both the hiring of Victor

Mercado as DWSD's dircctor, and the Infrastructure Management Group, a national corporation

based in Marviand, as consultant to DWSD.

1V. Key Performance Measures During Ki}patrick’s Special Administratorship
A. Performance of Director of D WSD |

The Wastcwatc,r.']"rsanncnt Plant has noi viola:éd its National Pollution Discharge
élimina!ion System (NPDES) permit during Mercado’s tenure. 1 attach hereto and make & part
hereof & letter from Phil Afgim T, P.E., Supervisor of Public Wastcﬁvalcr & Drinking Water Unit,
Water Bureau, Southcast Michigan District Office, as an Appendix.to this Opinion. 1 speaks for

itself. Construction work und other projects required 1o comply with federal aﬁd state 1aw has

procccdcd Jargely on schedule. Update to DWSD's Plan for Long-Term Méasums 1o FEnsure

Compliance with Permit Reanircments, Nov. 1, 2005, When difficulties have arisen, Mercado

jy alented this Court to any potential problems and reported on his efforts 10 solve

has prompt
Those p-mb!efns in regular oversight meetings. The formal reports required by the Consent

Judgment’s have also been completed in & timely fash}on. 1d

Mercado has cut DWSD*s operating budget by approxinlaiély 10 percent without having
a negalive impact oﬁ com'p}iancc. Consequently, the increases in walcr rates during Mercado’s’
tenure have been relatively small, ‘especially in comparison 1o previous years, DWED’s water
and scwerage Jales are aniong the Jowest in the nation dﬁspi:c the cost of many required

jmprovements. The reduction in rate increases also has not impeded DWSD’s current

5
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compliance with federal and state law. Moreover, the reduction in rate increases has not
impedéd DWSD’s ahi!iily to comply with federal and state law in the future, in that DWSﬁ’s -
“bond ratings have remained good. » | | '

| ‘_Mercado has proven himself capable of executing the necessary prc_xjects to comply with
federal and state Taw while keeping costs Em&. The abilily to keep costs low wi!.hqut o
jeﬁp'ardizing DWSD’s scrvices is key 1o the long-term success of DWSD’s compliance, because
DWSb’s difficulties in maintaining compliance with federal and statc law has been exacerbated

by the continuing controversies over rate increases resulting from heavy infrastructure

requitements.
Mayor Kilpetrick has used his Special Administratorship 10 extend Mercado’s contract

through the cnd of 2006,
B. Infrasiructure Ménagerkem Group’s 'Pe:ﬁérmbnce'

~ Significantly, the Infrastructure Mansgement -Grou}o (IMGj has assisted Mc}cado and _ﬁﬁs

" Court by providing eval 'ualion.% of -DWSD"S contracts and noting opportunities for increased
cfficiency. Increased efficiency is key to the Jong-term success of DWSD’s compliance, because
it helps 1o cnsure that the Consent Judgment's requirements are carried oul speedily and at the |

| Jowest possible cost. IMG’s recommendations have provided vitel asé_ismnce 1o this _Co_uﬁ inits
pversight of compliance activities. For instance, its aid in preparing new template langu_agé for

rodel” contracts is a key step forward toward long-term compliance.
_ Xey siep 2

C. Progress Summary
Thus two key decisions by Mayor Kilpatrick, acting as Special Administrator, the hiring

of Mercado and IMG have resulted in significant progress toward compliance with the Clean

Water Act. There have been no permit vivlations, there has becn good progress on the

6
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construction of mandatory projects, and ﬁnanc;ally DWSD is in a position to continue

compliance. Undcr Kilpatrick's leadership, DWSD is now m%kmg stcady prog,rcss toward long-
ter compliance and the end of this Court’s oversight.

V. Disputed Confracts
The motion also asks for relief regarding several contracts approved by Mayor Kilpatrick

as Special Administrator, focusing most strongly. on a contract for a regional communications
system. All the contracls mentioned were the suhject of press reports, which the motion cites.
At the time 15: first press reporls regarding these contracls were pub!i.shed, as part of myl
oversight, 1 asked this Court’s Speciz] Master, F. Thomas Lewand, 1o investigate each ‘c.ommct
* and meke a report and recommendation to ihis Couri. This investigation is ncarly completed
V1. The Consertium '
The decision of the Rouge River communitics in Southeast Michigan to create a forum

that successfully handled disputes regarding water quality infrastructure and rates outside of the

litigation process marked a turning point in their compliance. Because of its effect, namely,
new commitment to Jong-term, stable compliance with pollution laws, it paved the way for

cnding court Oves sight. - United States. et al., v. Wavne County, et al., Order Approving Joint
Motion 1o Terminate the Consent Decree, slip op. a1 3 {}:‘.D; Mich. Nov. 28, 2005).

Additonally, in 2001, 1 invited 40 civic and governmental leaders of Southeast Michigan
1o become a consortium to address water q#aijry problems. See Order Defining the Role of the
Southeast Michigan Consortium {case no. 77-71100), 261 F. Supp. 24 906, 91l0 (E.D. Mich. |
2003). Participaticn in the Consortium or in any solution it recommends is entirely .volhmt'ary

Gee Lnited States. et al. v. Wavne Countv, et al,, 280 I Supp. 2d 726, 728 (E.D. Mich. 2003).

Leaders in the business community, the nonprofit community, and from local governmnents have

-~
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donated their time (o the Consortium, and worked toward resolving disputes and made
recommendations for measures that help achieve long-term compliance with the law, This Court

is gratefu] for their extensive service and encouraged by the progress reported at meetings.

CONCLUSTONS OF LAW

I Justicn;ébilit}': Mootness and Ripeness

Even if no parly rajses issues of justiciability, this Court has a responsibility to examine

whether the partics before it are raising a justiciable claim. North Carolina v. Rice, 404 U.S.

" 244, 245 (1971); Metropolitan Washingion Airport Auth. v. Ciiizens for Abatement of Airpont -

Noise, 501 1.8, 252,265 n.13 {1991). To aveid dismissal for mootness, an “actual controversy”

must be present, and a court must be able to provide & remedy. Preiser v. Newkirk, 422 U.8.

395, 401 (1975) (quoﬁng Steffcl v. Thompsan, 415 U.5.-452, 459, n. 10 (1974)); Church of

Scientology of CA v. United States, 506 U.S. 9, 12 (1992).

Courts must dismiss a cuse for lack of ripeness unless the Complaint regards an existing

and substantial controversy, and not a hypothelical question or possibility of harm. Dixie Fuel

Co. v. Comm’r of Social Security, 171 F.3d 1052, 1057 (6th Cir. 1999) {quoting City

Cemmunications Inc. v. City of Detrait, 888 F.2d 1081, 1089 (6th Cir. 1989)). In determining

whether 8 claim is ripe, the Sixth Circuit has considered the following factors: “(1) the likelihood
thai the harm alleged will ever come to pass; (2) whether the factual record is sufficiently |

developed to allow for adjudication; and, (3) hardship to the parties if judjcial review is denied.”

Nerton v, Asherof, 298 F.3d 547, 354 (6th Cir. 2002) (citing Adult Video Ass’nv. US, 7] F.3d

563, 568 (6th Cir. 1995). See also National Park Hospitality Assoc. v. Dept. of the Interior, 123

S.Ct. 2026, 2030 (2003); Abbot Laboratories v. Gardner, 387 U.S. 136, 149 (1967) (rev’d on

other prounds, Califano v, Sanders, 430 U.S. 99, 105 (1977)).
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T1. Specinl Administrator
© As a federal judge, ] have u power denied to the Michigan legislature and other officers

of Michigan’s government: the power 1o override the Michigan Constitution and other state law.
The Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution allows me to do this when it ié necessary 10
enforce fcderal law, which includes the Consent Judgment and its amendments. United Statcs
Const. art. V1, §2. The appointment of a special administrator with the ability to exercise those -
powers is appropriatc when it. iz “a valid and reasonable means to ensure the dual goals of
prompt, meaninglul, and full compliance” with the current Cons_cm Judgment apd the goal of | ,
“extrication of the federal judiciary from the management of staie governmental functions.” |

Glover v, Johrson, 934 F.2d 703, 725 (6th Cir. 1991}. The Sixth Circuit also teaches the need to

ensure that there is “ﬁo Jess intrusive means of bringing about compliance™ when gppointing a
special administrator, }d, at 714. |

1 have been concermed about the potential jnzn:siﬁzcncss of creating a special
| administrator for DWSD, and thus, when exercising that equitable power, | heve respected the

principles of our federal system that emphasize the integrity retained by each State, and thus

local, g'ovcnmaem and the respect owed 1o i1 by federal authoritics. See, £.2., Hess v, Port Auth

Trans-Hudson Corp.. 513 U.S. 30, 41 (1994); Puerto Rico Agueduet and Scwer Authority v.

Metcalf & Fddv, Inc., 506 U.S. 139, 146 (1993); City of Trenton v. New Jersey, 262 U.8. 182,

186 (1923) (mlxnicipaiitic.s érc subdivisions of state; “within the limits prescribed by the state
Constitution,” power 1o own and operate waterworks is frequently conferred by states on -
municipalities). That doctrine requires me 10 give weight 1§ the decision of the people of
Michigan, expressed in the Michigan Constitution, aboui the structurc and ownership ol their
government and the place of home rule within it. |

9
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‘The plain language of the Michigan Constitution vests the power 1o operate the Detroit
Water and SeWerage Department, both within and outside City limits, with the City of Detroit.
Mich. Const. Article VII, § 24. Evcen if there were any doubt about how to inicrprct Article 7; §
24, the Michigan Conslitution instructs courts to constﬁc that provision liberally in favor of the
City-of chtroit. Aﬁi;lc 7, §34.2 '

1n an attempt 1o balance the need for DWSD 1o comply with fedcral law and with the
Michigan Constitution’s clear statement that ownership and control of the system belongs with
the CI;I.}' of Detroit, I chose 10 create !iw position of Special Administrator and place the Mayor

of Detroit in that role. Linited States v. City of Detroit, ¢t al., Case No. 77-71100, slip op. a1 &

(E.D.Ms’cﬁ. March 21, 1979). The appoinuﬁeni of a Special Administrator is for the express
power of allowing him to override the City’s charter when necessary to effectuate speedy
compliance. -

 Any decision to allow suburban leaders 2 measure of control over the Detroit Water and
Scwerage Depariment requires mé 10 use federal power to permit what state law forbids. Sge-
U.8. Const. art V1 2. Such an cxcreise of power would show little respect for the choices of the

people of Michigan, and would only be appropriate when the nced for 8 Special Administrator is

? Read topether, these provisions give definitive control of DWSD’s aperations 1o the City of Detrolt, Even if the
lack of coun decisions interpreting this provision rendered this an unsetiled question {which 1 do not believe it does
given the plain language), and [ hed 1o predict how the state™s highest count would rule, T can find no legal basis
whatsoever for reading these provisions 1o do anvihing other than give exclusive control of DWED operntions 10

Denoit. Mills v, GAF Corp., 20 F.3d 678, 681 (61h Cir. 1994) (when state Jow is unsetiled, 3 federal court must
predict what the state’s Supreme Court would rule). _

¥ Macomb sssers thel ihe Special Administrator’s power is limited by the termis of the Detroit Ciry Chanter, end in
support of this position, cites the City Charter. {Br. in Supp. 20, (“Therefore, the powers of the Mavyor, including
those acticns taken in his role ss Special Administrator, are imited by the tenns of the Detroit City Chaner.™)) This
assertion is in error. A federsl coun does not rely an state Jaw for its powers; on the contrary, the United Sutes
Constitntion allows the federal government 10 override state Taw when necessary 1o effectuate complience with

federal iaw, E.g.. BEPv. Resolution Itust Corp., 511108, 531, 546 (1994}, Thus, the legality of actions tzken by
this Court’s Special Administrator depends solely on congruence with federal, not state or municipal, law,

10
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acute and the pmbﬁble outeome of such an appointment significantly speeds compliance with
federal and 5taie water and anti-pollution laws.

Here the facts show a rapid improvement in the operation of DWSD such that {he
Department is successfully complcu'_ﬁg or attempting to complete its responsibilities under the
Conscnt Judgments, and, although more work remains, is well on its way 10 achieving-
compliance w;'!h the Clean Wat_er Act. ] find mgt con_]_p}ianéc _with federal Iaw no longer.
regularly requircs urgent action. Therefore, | TERMINATE the Spet;,ial Administratarship,

bhecause it is not needed at the present time. As the termination of the Special Administratorship
moot, ] DENY the motion.

renders the controversy over who this Court seleets to fill that role

] note that nothing in this Opinion and Order prevents the Mayor of Detroit from
requesting that this Court again exercise its own cquitable powers, should an urgent situation

arisc that requires the override of the Cities’ charter to effectuate compliance with the Consent

Judgment.

11. Disputed Contracts
Much of the requested relief in the motion deals with contracts that this Court’s Bpecial -

Master is in the process of investigating. The City of Warren and Macomb County have

cmphasized the need for an evaluator independent of the City to examine thosc contracts. (City

of Warren's Resp., 4; Macomb County Br. in Resp.. 2.)

The Special Master is independent of the City, and is in the process of researching und

preparing a report for the Court on the conlracts a1 issue. The wide-ranging and at times
unspecific hriefs indicate that ]l parties and this Court would benefit from having a clear report

and recommendation from the Spccial Master scgarding these contracts. Any specific points that

1]
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might remain could Um;: be brought at that time in the nomiai procedure, i.¢., in the form of
objcctiolns to the Special Master’s Report end Recommendation. |

in other words, consideration of these issues would greatly bencfit from the ﬁddﬁional
faciual development. by the Special Master that is underway. The look-back procedure can be
used to address any overcharging of the rates, and therefore, there is litile hardship to the partics
of delaying action until the Special Master can make his reports and recommendations and this
Court can act on them. Therefore, because further factual development is needed and the look- -
back procedure can rcniedy any hardsh'ip', I find the rcmafning izsues in the motion arc
*insufficiently ripe, and DISMISS those claims for luck of j.uSﬁciability.

111, Southeast Michigan Consortium for Water Quality

DWSD's long-term compliance with federal law would be better assured if the water
quality ieaderé ol this region could develop a process for working out difficulties between
DWSD and its customers outsidc of the litigation process. Although the State Constitulion
places the right {0 own and operate the sysiem solely in the hands of the Cify, the City
voluntarily agreed 10 participate in the Consortium, as did a wide variety of other leaders,
including thosc who represent DWESD's Targest customers. ] have encowraped this venue for
customer purliuipuli(;n in hopes that this forum would acéuslom all the region’s Jeaders 10
working together to achieve compliance with pollution Taws.

None of the dozens of parties nor the amicus assert & Jack of progress by the Consortium,
other thun the movant. My own observations convinee me that the Consoriium has made
progress o.n key issucs. That noted, ] will not continue 10 ask talented leaders in our region 10
| devole their energies to the Co.nsoniuzn unless there is optimism fhai this is a venue in which

further progress can be made. To that end, | request that Timothy O’Bricn, the Consortium’s

12
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working chairman, and either Churles Hersey or Paul Tait, SEMCOG’s officers, who have

provided key stafl suppert to the Consortium, report to me on their views of the progress that has |

been made thus fer and what issues remain to be addressed.

CONCLUSION
DWSD's record of compliance has improved markedly in the last few years. This mcahs '

that no Special Administratorship is necessary at the present time. Because no Special
Administratorship is presently in cxistence, the motion to replace the Spetial Administrator is’
therefore moot and must be DENIED.- The portions of the motion regarding various contracts

are not ripe, and must be DENIED. IT IS SO ORDERED.

Finally, I look at the long running series of disputes between the City and its customers in
their hroad historical and Jegel context. The City of Detroit facilitated the growth of this rcgfon
when it expanded its sewer and watcr systems far beyond the bounds of the City vt the same time
that the Eisenhower administration in the 1950’ began building our interstate highways in
Michigan.

Now, a half éenlury later, Detroit through the Detroit Watcr and Scwerage Svstern has
built 2 substantial regional complex which each day and night provides high-quality' water to and
removes waste water from the homes and industries of over four and one-hall million peoplé..

Now, DWSD’s sysiem, vital as it is to-the healih and quality of life in southeastern
Michigan, has fuced repeated challenges from somc suburhan communities who are prevented
by the statc’s constitution from having any say in the ownership or operation of DWSD, :At the
same time, the peeple of Detroit who provide this valuable service are barred by state law from

receiving any financial benefit or profit for doing so. This tension underlics the disputes that.

continue to come before this court.
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This dilemma will not be resolved by legislation or litigétion. It demands cooperation on
the part of the southeast Michigan communities and the agreement by DWSD 10 modify the

protection given to it by the statc’s Constitution as a part of a regional settlement.

Vb FeFvins
Jold Feikens
United States District Judge

Date: _aﬂ@v “"'? ‘5", Loi &
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qod ' Srate OF MICHIGAN ‘ -
. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY : Q
SOUTHEAST Micioan Dhsvricr OFFIce D e= Y e

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM STEVEN E. CHESTER -
GOVERNOF DIRECTOR - '

Decernber 22, 2005

Honorable John Feikens
United States District Court
Eastern District of Michigan
851 Federal Building
Detroit, Michigan 48226

Dear Judge Feikens:

Last year, we cflered a brief statement about the construction projects at the Detroit
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) established as essential projects under Seclion
11.D.6 of the Second Amended Consent Judgment (SACJ). The purpose of this letier i
1o offer an updated statement through 2008, The SACJ required that the Detroil Water
& Sewerage Depariment (DWSD) submit a comprehensive pian for long-term measures
1o ensure compliance with NPDES permil requirements (Section 11.D.3). DWSD’s

comprehensive plan included the WWTP Program Management coniract (PC-744),
Under this contract, DWSD conducted detailed needs assessments of the WWTP's

primary trestment, secondary treatment, and solids handling facilities, followed by
development of needed WWTP improvement projects. '

The WWTF Program Management contract resulted in 42 project ¢efinition statements.
-Of these, our office determined that 13 projects were *essential projects” needed 1o
assure compliance at the WWTP. |n addition, two projects were combined to form one
new project. We have continued to meet routinely with Ms. Louise Lieberman, DWSD,

and PC-744 Program Menagement staff during 2005 to discuss the status of these
projects. At this time, consiruction bas been completed for five projects, and the rest of
the projects are under construction and on schedule. A detailed list of these essential
projects is included as Appendix B2 to DWSD Comprehersive Plan Update, dated
October 27, 2005. : : :
In our opinion, the *essential projects” that have been completed or will be completed by
~ the middle of 2008, should significantly help the WWTP ensure long-term compliance
with NPDES requirements. We believe that the Court’s inclusion of these requirements
in the SACJ was mosi insightful and helpful, and thet DWSD's implementation of the
WWTP Program Management contract (PC-744) continues to be very eflective.

27700 DONALD COURT « WARREN, MICHIGAN agi52-2788
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anofabie John Feikens
December 22, 2005 -

Page 2

If you have any questions, please conlact me at 586-753-3760.

Sincerely,

Phil Argiroff, P.E., Supervisor
Public Wastewater & Drinking Water Unit

Water Bureau
- Southeast Michigan District Office

Dr. Jonathan Bulkley, Federal Courl Monitor
Mr. Gary Fujita, DWSD

Ms. Louise Lieberman, DWSD

Ms. Pam Stevenson, DAG

wmr. Pete Ostlund, DEQ-WB

Ms. Laura Verona, DEQ-WB

Ms. Jodi Peace, DEQ-WB

Ms. Jodie Taylor, DEQ-WB

cc.




